Shalini Puri's Th e Caribbean Postcolonial: Social Equality, Post-Nationalism, and Cultural Hybridity analyzes "the hybrid," which is understood here as a critical discourse and as an y abstract fi gure created by that critical discourse. Puri problematizes both; for her, what we have come to call the hybrid is a misleadingly unitary heading, given to a multitude of contingent political possibilities elaborated in diff ering local contexts. She brings to our attention other concerns (such as gender and class) that are displaced by the fascination with the hybrid, and constantly compels us to return to the specifi cities of the local. Th rough its very own methodology, moreover, this book also works within a hybrid space of inquiry. It seeks to show how cultural acts partake of both aesthetics and politics, both artistic expression and political action. In the process Puri shows artistic, political, and theoretical texts to work in a complex zone between opposition to social inequality and maintenance of the status quo. While Puri delves into the culture and politics of several individual nations in the Caribbean, the scale of her analyses is always national, allowing her to center her critique on specifi c state policies and cultural communities. At the same time, the variety of national scales she studies gives her work a regional or transnational scope.
Puri explicitly states in the introduction that she makes these contributions in the interest of Caribbean Studies. Placing her work in this frame is signifi cant for at least two reasons. First, the book provides much-awaited answers to the open question of the practicability of postcolonial theory for Caribbean Studies. Can postcolonial theory, with its foundational links to Indian critiques of British colonialism, provide useful models for the Caribbean, where the legacies of European colonization have had such diff erent eff ects on culture and nation building? As Puri says, "Th e Caribbean (particularly the non-Anglophone Caribbean) [has] been marginalized from the canon of Postcolonial Studies still dominated by the English Crown and still often conceived in terms of East/ West binaries. Th e Caribbean . . . can deepen our understanding of hybridity conceived neither in exclusively East/West, nor even North/South terms" (7). Second, Puri's situation of her work in Caribbean Studies is signifi cant in that it implies that the Caribbean is a transnational unit of analysis. I will address fi rst the issue of the uses of hybridity in diff erent disciplines, then elaborate a reading of Puri's main arguments, and fi nally comment on the status of the "transnational" in her book.
Latin Americanist readers of Cultural Studies may be well prepared to accept Puri's readings of the social inequality uncontested by nationalist hybridity discourses. For many in Latin American Studies, hybridity has already been historicized as the most recent in a series of similar cultural discourses. Alberto Moreiras's 1999 subalternist critique of hybridity, for example, summarizes the links between various successive discourses of culture (mestizaje, transculturation, heterogeneity, hybridity) and evolving Latin American state formations. Th e last of these cultural discourses, Néstor García Canclini's version of hybridity, is linked to the neoliberal state. Beyond the historical role of these hybridity discourses in state formation, Moreiras criticizes the general critical tendency of "arguing for hybridity against a reifi cation of cultural identities as some kind of recipe for perpetual fl exibility."¹ Th e claim is being made that although some theorists may argue for hybridity as a panacea to exclusionary discourses of cultural purity, hybridity itself, when understood historically, may be just another method of justifying disenfranchisement, "a sort of ideological cover for capitalist reterritorialization-and even a key conceptual instrument for the very process of naturalization of subaltern exclusion."² Moreiras seems to be speaking of two distinct levels at which we need to question the claims of hybridity, which I understand as follows. Politically, hybridity becomes a limitation on political action when it discounts those who are "less hybrid" than the national model or those who are hybrid in unrecognized ways (such as traditional or neotraditional rural groups). Conceptually, hybridity becomes a limitation on thinking when it gives us license to write off signifi cant imbalances as mere component tiles in a hybrid mosaic. It becomes even more of a limitation when it circumscribes politics within the notion of subjectivity. In this way, Moreiras notes that hybridity discourse can produce "conceptual reifi cation" even as it claims to celebrate diversity. Moreiras bolsters his critique by quoting John Kraniauskas's lamentation of hybridity discourse's propensity 1. Alberto Moreiras, "Hybridity and Double Consciousness," Cultural Studies 13, no. 3 (1999): 377. s 2. Ibid. for converting national failure into "diversity" and reducing inequalities to an abstracted notion of "diff erence."³ Th ese observations of the limitations of hybridity discourse and of the need to stay grounded in social and economic reality all bear a profound similarity to Puri's point of departure. But Puri's critique diff ers from Moreiras's in at least two ways. One is the disciplinary or regional frame: Moreiras is writing in the context of Cultural Studies and Latin American Studies, whereas Puri is writing for Caribbean Studies. Th is is especially signifi cant insofar as Puri seems to use hybridity to refer to a historical range of Caribbean theoretical discourses (including mestizaje) rather than to García Canclini's more e recent theories alone. Th e other diff erence, more far-reaching, concerns the role of theory altogether. It is true that Puri's study contributes much to the debunking of hybridity's mythic status, and therefore is in many ways extremely similar to the subalternist critical perspective described by Moreiras. However, she seems to disagree with the opinion Moreiras voiced in that article, concerning the need for a "corrective counter-concept" to reveal the limitations of hybridity and its imbrication with established political interests. For Moreiras in 1999, the concept of subalternity held out the promise of that solution. Puri in 2004 accomplishes the historicist deconstruction of hybridity in Caribbean Studies through a renewed attention to the local, with a Marxist commitment to social equality of people she terms subalterns-but without a replacement theoretical discourse like subalternity.
For Puri it is essential to restore a nuanced sense of the complex agency of cultural actants, complicit with state power or opposed to it, or both. Fundamental to Puri's argument is her review of the ways in which the potential of hybridity has been depoliticized. She identifi es what she calls hybridity's transformation into an abstract principle, a transformation which involves removing hybrid social forms from any local context in which they arise, in order to generalize from them out to a global ideal. She points out what is lost when critics remove hybridity from local contexts: all sorts of sexual violence, political imbalances, and contested histories. Specifi cally, the scale at which Puri sees this depoliticization happening is the national.
Not only is the hybrid depoliticized within the nation, but the political and economic relevance of the nation-state too is discounted. When theories of hybridity claim that the nation is no longer a relevant unit of economic or cultural analysis, they off er post-nationalism as an alternative. But for Puri, post-nationalism is not a satisfactory replacement for nationalism-fi rst because nation-states continue to exercise control over economic and social forces, and second because in practice the discourses of post-nationalism tend to obfuscate inequalities that are inherent in the social forms that they imagine. Th e examples she uses to illustrate this point are the "ethnonation" postulated in Puerto Rican Jam and cultural identity of the Martinican in "In Praise of Creoleness."⁴ It is signifi cant that the examples she chooses pertain to Puerto Rico and Martinique. In choosing these contexts, in which the local nation cannot make claim to having an independent state, and in which claims of hybridity accordingly extend beyond the national form, Puri gets to the crux of the complicated relationship between hybridity and nationalism, but from a fresh angle. Puerto Rico, currently both in the Caribbean and in the United States; and Martinique, in both the Caribbean and Europe, manifest a hybrid form of geopolitical belonging. But that hybridity, inside and outside traditional nationalisms, is not automatically equivalent to a transcendence of the nation. For Puri then, the Puerto Rican and Martinican authors of the texts in question are too hasty in their endorsement of post-national options. Th ey do not suffi ciently consider the continuing political domination exercised by the United States and by France, and they distract from gender and class inequalities that post-nationalism would not eliminate (36). I am inclined to agree with Puri's assessment here, but it opens another question. Th e texts she chooses from the nonindependent Caribbean are both, each in a diff erent way, "diasporic." Th e compilation Puerto Rican Jam is manifestly so, and even In Praise of Creoleness-for all its insistence on the islands-was fi rst delivered as a speech at the Seine-Saint-Denis Caribbean Festival in metropolitan France. Now, it is true that postnational identities do not resolve social inequalities maintained by the state, and that the post-national identities for which Grosfoguel et al. argue are more nationally determined than they admit. But where does that leave the "internal migrant": the Puerto Rican living in Orlando or the Martinican in Bordeaux, for whom the nation is not an adequate unit of analysis? Is there a way of imagining a nationalism not based on the state without falling into the "trap" of post-nationalism?
In addition to the islands of the nonindependent Caribbean, Puri also considers the case of independent Caribbean nation-states, applying her critical perspective to more traditionally nationalist discourses and their use of hybridity discourses. Th e appropriation by Latin American nationalist interests of the hybridity discourse of mestizaje is one example of how the fi gure of the hybrid has been deployed to gloss over social inequalities. She analyzes this through the writings of José Martí and José Vasconcelos. She fi nds a similar motivation behind Edward Kamau Brathwaite's use of "creolization" discourse at the time of the Anglophone Caribbean's independences (a hybridity discourse that left out Indo-Caribbeans).⁵ For the Francophone Caribbean she also off ers a useful explanation of revolutionary Haiti's capacity for hybridizing state forms in ways that did not eliminate social inequalities (46). Across the fi eld, she takes to task the fi elds of Caribbean Studies and Postcolonial Studies for privileging the utopian potential of artistic expression (where hybridity has "worked") over political action (where it has not). Hybridity has not worked politically because it has not helped to redress social inequalities. But then again, maybe it is not that simple.
In one of the most inspiring hermeneutical moves of the book, Puri off ers a revision of her foregoing critique of hybridity discourses, proposing to see them not as analyses of hybridity but as manifestos of hybridity. Reading hybridity discourse as a collection of s manifestos compels her to concentrate on their poetics, illuminating what she calls the "aesthetic seductions of manifestos of hybridity" (p. 84). Th is important generic specification leads to an appreciation (which has been largely lacking) of the poetic predicament of certain hybridity discourses. In this compensatory analysis of the manifestos' poetic predicament, she brings together Édouard Glissant's notion of "forced poetics," according to which colonized texts are caught between their desire to express a collectivity and their systemic inability to do so, and Fredric Jameson's vision of the manifesto's "dawning sense of solidarity, of the unity of a collectivity" (p. 84). Using Jameson's and Glissant's ideas together allows Puri to recognize that manifestos of hybridity in fact do important work: they imagine utopian egalitarian societies-even if that means neglecting actual inequalities and declining to outline a program for transcending them. But it also means that the texts may be lacking a suffi cient understanding of their locus of enunciation and that for this reason they do not present themselves as manifestos. Ultimately, attention to the poetics of manifestos shows her that the aesthetic is a preparation for political change, not a substitution for it. Th e notion of the aesthetic as preparation and not substitution for the political is fundamental to Puri's subsequent analyses of Caribbean literary texts and cultural events.
In addition to her critiques of theoretical discourse, then, Puri elaborates a series of contextual readings of literary texts in diff erent genres. Having dealt with the manifesto 5. Edward Kamau Brathwaite, Contradictory Omens: Cultural Diversity and Integration in the Caribbean (Mona, Jamaica: Savacou Publications, 1974) .
genre in order to understand its politics as poetics, Puri turns to a literary mode in which poetics have been underpoliticized: magical realism. More exactly, she looks at magical realist novels as texts that generate a diff erentiated readership, split between international readers who see in the "magical" an escape from having to learn the local histories on which the "realism" is based and national readers whose knowledge of national history brings the magical back to realism. Academic discourses, too, are problematic with respect to the national in magical realist novels since, as she says, postcolonial critics often critique nationalism in texts and postmodern critics overlook nationalist sympathies altoe gether, while cultural nationalist critics understate political nationalist elements in their privileging of the cultural (144). In dealing with these issues Puri appropriately studies Jamaican author Erna Brodber's novel Myal, in which the magical spirit possession to l l which the title refers is combined with the realism of its implicit national historic intertext: the 1865 Morant Bay Rebellion, which was organized around a coalition of various religious groups including Baptists and Afro-Caribbean Myalist groups. Th e fact that the reference to national history remains only implicit to international readers of the novel is what divides the novel's readership between national readers and international ones. Rather than focusing on this division, Puri concentrates on the transitions between them. On the one hand, international readers should be able to discern that spirit possession and missionary work function as metaphors for colonialist domination. On the other hand, national readers presumably also know that coalitions between actual religious groups enabled the Morant Bay Rebellion (147). If the sole fi gure of hybrid religious practice can be both a metaphor for national struggle and a metonymy of it, then the novel signals to us the necessity of reading the border between the fi gurative and the literal, between the aesthetic and the historic, instead of settling on one side or the other.
Having laid this groundwork for the slide between the artistic and the political, Puri explores the potential of theater through Derek Walcott's play Pantomime.⁶ Th is play represents the political power of theater, and the theater here is to be understood in relation to Carnival. In thinking about theater and about Carnival, Puri laments that Caribbean Studies has often interpreted the carnivalesque aspect of Carnival too narrowly as a cultural safety valve, and that in so doing the discipline has foreclosed the possibilities of both theatrical and academic intervention in politics (112-37). As she interprets Pantomime, Puri exploits rather than forecloses the political potential of theater. She fl eshes out a distinction between symbolic transgression and political opposition, and 6. Derek Walcott, "Pantomime" in Remembrance and Pantomime (New York: Farrar, Strauss and Giroux, 1980 ) e 89-170. then shows how the play demonstrates the possibility of moving from one to the other through theater. In particular, Puri locates the creeping complicity between hybridity r r and denial of social imbalance in the dialogues between the characters Harry and Jackson. Th e English-Trinidadian Harry tries to use hybridity discourse to enlist the AfroTrinidadian Jackson into his theater project, while Jackson constantly demands that Harry recognize the power diff erence between them. Puri's reading brilliantly shows the complexity of the politics in these dialogues while showing the clarity of their relationship to historical hybridity discourse. Focusing on Jackson's improvisations and contestations of the script in rehearsal, Puri moves us from looking at Walcott's play as a safety valve that ultimately maintains existing power relations even as it contests them, to looking at the play as a rehearsal of political action.
Cultural nationalist discourse and popular culture share the stage in Puri's analysis of the contested Trinidadian national sphere. She focuses alternately on the AfroTrinidadian and on the Indo-Trinidadian sides before investigating the nascent "dougla" (bastard) aesthetics that may provide a way out of the cultural nationalist impasse. In this twin study, she seeks to redress what she calls the under-theorized "lateral hostility between blacks and Indians" in Trinidad (172). She begins with the festivals of Carnival and Hosay, showing how Indo-and Afro-Trinidadians' claims on national culture manifest themselves through the national status accorded to those festivals. Th en she complicates the discrepancy between the nationalized hybrid Afro-Trinidadian Carnival and the minoritized Indo-Trinidadian Hosay by noting that the Trinidadian Hosay festival itself is an example of hybridization between Muslim and Hindu Indians (177). Finally, she off ers the emerging notion of douglarization as a way to explore hybridizations between Afro-and Indo-Trinidadians. She seems to hold hope for the notion's ability to foster solidarity among these two groups and douglas who claim mixed ancestry. She also refuses to claim any generalizable principle in dougla aesthetics, not wanting to repeat with this new form the mistakes she has diagnosed in global hybridity discourse (222).
In all of these close readings of novel, theater, and popular music Puri combines a clear ability to explain her complex close readings with a constant attention to political theoretical concerns. She tackles literary texts, critical theory, popular music, and political discourse in a way that shows their mutual imbrication while remaining sensitive to each one's generic specifi cities. As she identifi es common trends in the uses of hybridity discourses, she directs our attention to the idiosyncrasies of diff erent national cases. In the process, she confronts us with a myriad of ways that writers invoke hybridity for political ends. Vasconcelos's Mexican "cosmic race," for example, promotes racial but not cultural hybridity, whereas Puerto Rican jíbaro nationalism promotes cultural but not racial hybridity. Th ey contradict each other in spite of their common use of hybridity to defend national interests. Puri examines hybridities such as the one in Martí's discourse that seeks to build a synthetic nation and hybridities such as Hosay, which Trinidadian Creole discourses disavow in order to maintain a nation. Th e former hybridity constitutes the nation, but the latter hybridity cannot be assumed into Trinidadian nationalism. Even in those more synthetic nation-building discourses, hybridity acts in modes that are in fact mutually contradictory. Th e Cuban discourse on la mulata, for example, enacts both a symbolic appropriation and an economic alienation (as analyzed by Vera Kutzinski in Sugar's Secrets). s s ⁷ Th e mulata's racial hybridization thus has two eff ects that are at odds with each other. But in addition to the synthetic hybridity posited by early Caribbean nationalisms, which sought to subsume diff erence into a unitary national subject, there is also the open hybridity implied by the Ella O'Grady's "double agent" role in the Jamaican novel Myal. Th ere is, further, the transcendent hybridity promised by the Martinican l l text "In Praise of Creoleness," according to which hybridity augurs in a post-nationalist moment beyond nationalist binaries.
I would submit that Puri herself also works with formal or methodological hybridities. She shows that poeticizations of hybridity are treated diff erently depending on the genre in which they appear; for example, through the diff erences between the reactions to douglarization in Trinidadian popular song and in literature. Th ere is also the hybridization between reading publics that manifestos seek to enact as they bridge academic and popular discourse. Th is rhetorical attempt of mine to name both historical and methodological processes as hybrid, to say nothing of naming as hybrid the immense variety of political consequences among the various historical cases, may seem far-fetched. If so, that only serves to prove Puri's point that it would be fallacious and even misleading to abstract from them all into one theoretical principle.
Artistic expression, whether published, performed, or improvised, is the main forum in which Puri studies political action. In many ways, this book constitutes a sustained and probing examination of the possible ways in which aesthetic expression in the Caribbean prepares political action, organizes it, and follows from it. One of Puri's most noticeable contributions is her methodology-she not only shows that concepts are exchanged among diff erent discursive fi elds or that discourse and action produce each other. She also sketches out for us how they interpenetrate one another, through a careful reading w of all the intermediate revisions that cultural action undergoes in the spectrum from 7. Vera Kutzinski, Sugar's Secrets: Race and the Erotics of Cuban Nationalism (Charlottesville: University Press of Virginia, 1993) .
the aesthetic to the material. We see this clearly in her assessment of the manifesto, the genre which occupies an intermediate position between the poetic and the political. Th e manifesto in fact uses seductive poetics in the service of its political message, at the same time that it declares a new poetics based on political ideals. Mixing the two modes, there is a space for imagining what Puri calls an "aesthetics of equality" (85). Even her study of the debate over the textual function of "spirit possession" in Myal points us to the same critical methodology. Is spirit possession metaphor or metonymy? Is it primarily a metaphor for colonial or neocolonial domination, or is it a metonym of y the African spiritual practices, of which colonial domination is a metaphor (and which reminds us of the motivating and organizing role that religious practice played in the Morant Bay rebellion in 1865 Jamaica)? Is Brodber's account of spirit possession an aestheticization seeking to model future political action, or is it the memory of political action that was foundational to local history? Th e use of spirit possession in the novel works both ways, in Puri's analysis, which means that the novel can have a complex, multivalent relationship between aesthetic representational concerns and political action.
Th e force of Puri's arguments invites the reader to follow her methodology. Her reading of Walcott's 1978 play Pantomime, for instance, brilliantly reveals how the play dramatizes the slide between theatrical acting and political action. As such, it suggests a way of looking back at Aimé Césaire's 1969 play Une Tempête (A Tempest ( ( ). t t ⁸ Like Pantomime, Une Tempête shows Caribbean actors restaging a story about Europeans shipwrecked in e the New World. In Walcott, the story is Robinson Crusoe; for Césaire it is Th e Tempest. In both cases, the revision of a European canonical text provides the occasion to argue for more local control over culture. Césaire's Une Tempête includes a dramatis personae even e more explicitly racialized than that of Pantomime, a detail that authorizes an allegorical reading. Césaire's opening scene shows actors donning masks to become the allegorical characters, and then in a second frame-shift it shows those characters attending a staged divertissement. Parallel to the frame-shifts between levels of dramatic reality, there is a progression from symbolic verbal violence to real violence (as in Pantomime). Th ese pare allel shifts are of course essential to Puri's argument that there is a continuum between artistic expression and political action. Th e most violent shift occurs in the carnivalesque divertissement, where Prospero has summoned Greco-Roman gods to entertain his guests.
t Th e entertainment is interrupted by the unplanned arrival of Eshu, the African trickster "god-devil" (who like Hermes is associated with interpretation). Eshu threatens to beat people with his penis, and the party breaks up. After that, Prospero's hold on power progressively weakens. Th us, events in the inner frame (the divertissement) aff ect the politics t of an outer frame (the Tempest story). By extension, the larger frame of the actors who had donned masks to play the Tempest roles may be aff ected by the "real" violence of the "symbolic" inner-frame theater. In its moves from inner frame to progressive outer frames, Une Tempête suggests the material eff ects of symbolic resistance, although stopping short e of a clear triumphalist ending. Th is is all very similar to Puri's reading of Pantomime, and the similarity suggests that Césaire's play too thematizes the political potential of theater by exploring the processual revisions linking the literary and the political.
Of course, there are important diff erences between Walcott's and Césaire's plays. Pantomime focuses more obviously on the processual nature of political change, with its e repeated rehearsals and negotiations over directorial decisions. Th ese dialogues between actors make the shift from art to politics happen more clearly in Walcott's play. More important, the oppositional role, occupied by the Creole Jackson in Pantomime, is doubled in Une Tempête: between Caliban, who is native-born, and Eshu, who is identifi ed as African. Th e Trinidad of 1978 is politically diff erent from 1969 Martinique, which was in some ways farther from independence than it ever had been since its departmentalisation in 1946. It is perhaps not surprising in that context that Eshu's oppositional force is given an African identity, since France's African colonies were achieving independence but France's remaining Caribbean colonies were already subsumed into French territory. Nevertheless, having Puri's reading of Pantomime as an example illuminates a dynamic in e Une Tempête that may not have been as visible without it: the processual, always-negotiated e relationship between theater and political action.
But then again my use of Puri's analyses to illuminate a text from a diff erent national context may be a very problematic way to appreciate her argument. After all, her approach depends on the importance of understanding hybridities in their local contexts, rather than abstracting them into a generalizable principle. Did I in fact make her argument about hybridity in theater into a generalizable theoretical principle when I used it in my reading of Césaire? I venture to say not. If we consider the ways in which an analysis of Une Tempête reveals how signifi cantly diff erent its local context is from that of e Pantomime, then Puri's reading of Pantomime aids, but does not determine, an interpretation e of Une Tempête. Rather than taking it as theoretical principle, posing Puri's analysis of hybridity as methodological model suggests the possibility of a "reading in solidarity."
Th is, in turn, begs the question of the basis for that solidarity, which for me is the category of the regional. Reading Walcott's play with Césaire's is possible because both are of the same region: the Caribbean. A notion enacted but never defi ned in Puri's text, the regional gives a specifi c but undefi ned form to her notion of the "transnational," which she distinguishes from both the national (which is her principal focus) and the post-national (which she strongly criticizes). But does the category of the "Caribbean region" limit the potential of transnational inquiry (by ignoring linkages with other parts of the world), or does it perhaps more usefully prompt us to distinguish between diff erent types of transnationalism? Does the very circumscription of a region put an artifi cial limit on the continengencies of transnational action? By these questions I do not at all mean to revisit debates over the borders of the Caribbean region-whether it is cultural or societal, whether it was drawn up to serve neocolonial interests in general or to contest the colonial fragmentation of the islands, or whether the Caribbean region exists at all qua region within the Americas. It may be that Puri does not want either to a dwell on this, seeing it as tangential to her concern for the nation. However, I still think it may be important to refl ect on the Caribbean as a fi eld of analysis. I do not mention this because there happens to exist the fi eld of Caribbean Studies and therefore I wonder how these arguments work with it. I ask the question, rather, because the Caribbean is invoked, even posited, as a term in Puri's argument as a whole. Also, because I believe that Puri's analysis of texts from the diff erent sites in the anglophone Caribbean opens up special possibilities for texts at least from the francophone and hispanic Caribbean as well. And I think that there must be some way to account for this without forsaking Puri's insistence on the national.
Moreover, there are among the manifestos that Puri includes in her corpus some articulations of hybridity that take the region as their scale. Walcott's Nobel lecture "Th e Antilles" and Glissant's elaborations of Caribbeanness in Caribbean Discourse do so, for e example, but without losing a grounding in local specifi city.⁹ She critiques, further, the authors of In Praise of Creoleness in part for merely claiming regional solidarity without s seriously considering what a more engaged or sincere solidarity would mean for their Frenchness. It seems that she takes them to task for insuffi ciently developed regionalism. Now, if we read In Praise of Creoleness as a manifesto with the Jamesonian "utopian s impulse" that the genre implies for Puri, could the collectivity imagined in the manifesto be not just national but regional? Her sympathy for the enduring relevance of the Glissant of Caribbean Discourse would suggest that it may be so. Th e question of the region e may also be relevant to her discussion of magical realism. I would submit that Caribbean readers could occupy a place somewhere between that of local readers familiar with local history and that of metropolitan readers unfamiliar with local history. Can Caribbean readers use knowledge of their own national histories when they read their neighbors' literatures, suspecting historical processes similar to the ones they know, even in magical realist works like Myal where the details of historical reference are not given? Th e links l between African spiritual practices like spirit possession and revolution (think of the role of the "Bois Caïman oath" in the Haitian revolution) may predispose Caribbean readers to suspect that same link in Myal without previously knowing Jamaican history. l ¹⁰ Puri's book emphasizes the importance of localizing hybridity. Th is means tying the malleable theoretical concept down, locating it within the history of discourse. It also means rendering hybrid forms, and theories about hybrid forms, relative-not abstractly theoretical-by showing how they engage with a specifi c local cultural and political l context. As a work of cultural studies, this book moves between discourses or arenas of political intervention. As a work of Caribbean Studies, it moves between national contexts while remaining committed to each one's idiosyncratic history. As a work of critical theory, the book suggests the pitfalls of a too-hasty application of postcolonial theory to the Caribbean cultural fi eld, since it was the rush to celebrate a theoretical postcolonial hybridity that seems to have spawned the disavowals of social inequality that Puri critiques. At the same time that she argues against the vein of postcolonial theory that would make hybridity into a politically problematic global principle, Puri reengages with other postcolonial theorists (such as Glissant) for whom the postcolonial hybrid was always indissociable from its local context. And in her constant attention to local histories, Puri also takes up the challenge of responding to Latin American Studies' need for cultural studies motivated by concern for social equality, without getting mired in the debates over "subaltern studies." Puri's work extends an invitation to the fi eld of Caribbean Studies to sort through the problems she poses here but in many more of these local contexts. As we do so we may also refl ect on the scale of our claims, and reposition the regional within our transdisciplinary studies of Caribbean nationalism, post-nationalism, and transnationalism.
